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DETAILED ACTION 
This Office Action corresponds to application 10/750,885 filed 1/5/2004. 

Response to Amendment 

Applicant herein amends claims 8, 10, 13, 14, 22, 24, 27, and 28, cancels claims 1-7 and 
15-21 and adds claims 29-30. Accordingly, claims 8-14 and 22-30 are currently pending. 

Drawings 

The drawings submitted 1/23/2008 indicating figures 1-3 are objected to because the 
(PRIOR ART) label appears in the heading of the page and in the title of the invention. Thus, it 
appears that the present invention is 'PRIOR ART'. The Examiner kindly requests the (PRIOR 
ART) label to instead be placed accordingly on the drawing sheet as to clearly indicate the figure 
as prior art. For example, placing (PRIOR ART) between FIG. 1 and the flow graph would 
indicate that figure as prior art. A similar placement of the label in respect to figures 2 and 3 is 
also recommended. 

Specification 

The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the 
claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the 
following is required: the computer-readable medium of claim 22 lacks antecedent basis from the 
specification. The Examiner requests that the medium be defined as a statutory medium (i.e. 
precluding the use of carrier waves, signals, etc.) as to clearly define the medium and its scope. 
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Claim Objections 

Claim 22 is objected to because of the following informalities: in the second to last step 
of the clam (beginning "process data...") the phrase "when executed by a processor" (emphasis 
added) may be unclear because it is not definite whether the processor mentioned therein is the 
same processor mentioned in the preamble or a different processor. Clarification as to whether 
this is the same processor as found in the preamble or another, different processor is respectfully 
requested. 

Claim 29 is objected to because the period at the end of the "sequencing unit..." 
limitation should be replace by a semicolon. Also, the 'amd' at the end of the "a correlating unit" 
limitation should be 'and' (i.e. a correction to an apparent typographical error). 

Claim 29 is objected to because the language "properly correlates" is unclear in scope. 
Specifically, it is unclear what is meant by "properly" and if this language is necessary to 
distinctly define the claim. Clarification is respectfully requested. 

Claim 30 is objected to because the phrase "timestamp field for then the data was 
received..." (emphasis added) found in the inserting process data step should be replaced with 
"timestamp field for when the data was received... "(i.e. a correction to an apparent 
typographical error). 



Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because it relates to non-statutory subject 
matter. Specifically, the computing device and the units of the computing device in claim 29 
may be construed as functional descriptive material composed of stored procedures (i.e. software 
per se). In other words, the computing device lacks the use of hardware in the claim as to make 
it a statutory machine. Furthermore, Applicant's published specification (paragraph 0025) states 
that the invention may be implemented using software. Without claiming the computing device 
as a hardware device, claim 29 is seen as software per se (i.e. functional descriptive material) and 
therefore is not statutory. See MPEP 2106.01. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 8-14, and 22-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Waldorf et al. ('Waldorf hereafter; U.S. Patent Application 2002/0038228) in view of Cambell 
et al. CCambell' hereafter; U.S. Patent 6,856,970). 
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With respect to claim 8, Waldorf teaches A method for maintaining information about 
multiple instances of an activity related to a business process, comprising: 

receiving process data (figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) regarding 
the instances (figures 2a-2b, drawing references 206-212; e.g. instances and activities of an 
instance) from each of a plurality of application programs (figure lb, drawing references 166, 
170, and 174); 

receiving continuation data (figures 2b and 3, the fields of tables 208-212 as well as 302- 
304. For example, ACTIVITY ID in the process table correlates an activity with a 
PROCESS ID) regarding the instances (figures 2a-2b, drawing references 206-212; e.g. 
instances and activities of an instance), the continuation data (tables of figures 2-3) correlating 
(0055-0057), for each of the instances (0056, i.e. identifying instances of a process), process data 
(figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) for the instance received from at least 
one of the application programs (figure lb, drawing references 166, 170, and 174) with process 
data (figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) for the same instance received from 
at least another of the application programs (figure 3 and drawing reference 240; e.g. an instance 
is correlated with a respective application via field 332); and 

inserting process data (figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) for each 
of the instances (drawing reference 208) into instance database records (110 and figure 2b) based 
on the continuation data (tables of figures 2-3), wherein: 

the instances (drawing reference 208) are acted upon in a sequence of processing steps 
(drawing reference 248 and 0057), each of the applications (figure lb) provides process data 
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(figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) corresponding to a different part of the 
processing sequence (0060; i.e. indicating a position for an activity within a sequential process). 

Waldorf fails to teach the limitations of process data for at least a portion of the instances 
are received in an order different form the processing sequence and preventing access to instance 
database records containing out-of-order data reflecting completion of a processing step for an 
instance but not reflecting completion of a sequentially prior processing step for the instance. 

Campbell, however, teaches process data for at least a portion of the instances are 
received in an order different from the processing sequence (col. 13 line 11-39 and col. 17 line 
42-47) as receiving partial information; and 

preventing access to instance database records containing out-of-order data reflecting 
completion of a processing step for an instance but not reflecting completion of a sequentially 
prior processing step for the instance as preventing access to incomplete or inconsistent data (col. 
17, line 42-47) to exclude the data that is in the process of being uploaded. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at the time 
of the present invention to combine the teachings of the cited references because the system of 
Cambell would have allowed Waldorf s system to perform sophisticated data manipulation 
without the danger of producing incomplete or inconsistent reports. Furthermore Campbell's 
teaching would allow Waldorf to exclude the data that is in the process of being uploaded (col. 
17 line 23-41, Campbell). 



Application/Control Number: 10/750,885 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2167 

With respect to claim 9, Cambell teaches the method of claim 8, wherein said preventing 
access comprises preventing human users from viewing instance database records containing 
out-of-order data (col. 17 line 23-41, Campbell). 

With respect to claim 10, Cambell teaches the method of claim 8, wherein said 
preventing access comprises preventing one or more display or analysis application programs 
from performing display of or analysis upon records containing out-of-order data (col. 13 line 
12-30). 

With respect to claim 1 1 and similar claim 25, Cambell teaches the method of claim 8, 
further comprising: 

providing access to a first instance database record for an instance not containing out-of- 
order data, and preventing access to a second instance database record for the instance, wherein 
the second instance database record contains out-of-order data, and wherein process data in the 
second instance database record is not correlated to process data in the first record by 
continuation data (col. 13 line 32-36). 

With respect to claim 12, Waldorf teaches the method of claim 11, further comprising: 
receiving correlation data indicating that the first and second records pertain to the same 
instance; and merging the first and second records (0056 and figure 2A). 
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With respect to claim 13, Waldorf teaches the method of claim 8, wherein the process 
data is received in batch updates from the applications (0068). 

With respect to claim 14, Waldorf teaches the method of claim 8, wherein: 
process data from at least one of the applications is sequentially pre-sorted prior to batch 
update (0057 and drawing reference 248). 

With respect to claim 22, Waldorf teaches A computer-readable medium having stored 
thereon a program for maintaining information about multiple instances of an activity related to a 
business process which, when executed by a processor, cause the processor to perform steps 
comprising: 

receiving process data (figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) regarding 
multiple instances (0011) of an activity (drawing reference 210) from each of a plurality of 
application programs (figure IB); 

receiving continuation data (figures 2b and 3, the fields of tables 208-212 as well as 302- 
304. For example, ACTIVITY ID in the process table correlates an activity of an instance with 
a PROCESS ID) regarding the instances (figures 2a-2b, drawing references 206-212; e.g. 
instances and activities of an instance), the continuation data (tables of figures 2-3) correlating 
(0055-0057), for each of the instances (0056, i.e. identifying instances of a process), process data 
(figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data), process data (figures 2a-b and 0047- 
0048; e.g. business process data) for the instance received from at least one of the application 
programs (figure lb, drawing references 166, 170, and 174) with process data for the same 
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instance received from at least another of the application programs (figure 3 and drawing 
reference 240; e.g. an instance is correlated with a respective application via field 332); 

and inserting process data (figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) for 
each of the instances (drawing reference 208) into instance database records (110 and figure 2b) 
based on the continuation data (tables of figures 2-3), wherein: the instances are acted upon in a 

sequence of processing steps (drawing reference 248 and 0057), each of the applications 
(figure IB) provides process data (figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) 
corresponding to a different part of the processing sequence (0060; i.e. indicating a position for 
an activity within a sequential process). 

Waldorf fails to teach the limitations of process data for at least a portion of the instances 
are received in an order different form the processing sequence and preventing access to instance 
database records containing out-of-order data reflecting completion of a processing step for an 
instance but not reflecting completion of a sequentially prior processing step for the instance. 

Campbell, however, teaches process data for at least a portion of the instances are 
received in an order different from the processing sequence (col. 13 line 11-39 and col. 17 line 
42-47) as receiving partial information. 

preventing access to instance database records containing out-of-order data reflecting 
completion of a processing step for an instance but not reflecting completion of a sequentially 
prior processing step for the instance as preventing access to incomplete or inconsistent data (col. 
17, line 42-47) to exclude the data that is in the process of being uploaded. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at the time 
of the present invention to combine the teachings of the cited references because the system of 
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Cambell would have allowed Waldorf s system to perform sophisticated data manipulation 
without the danger of producing incomplete or inconsistent reports. Furthermore Campbell's 
teaching would allow Waldorf to exclude the data that is in the process of being uploaded (col. 
17 line 23-41, Campbell). 

With respect to claim 23, Cambell teaches the computer-readable medium of claim 22, 
wherein said preventing access comprises preventing human users from viewing instance 
database records containing out-of-order data (col. 13 line 25-30). 

With respect to claim 24, Cambell teaches he computer-readable medium of claim 22, 
wherein said preventing access comprises preventing one or more display or analysis application 
programs from performing display of or analysis upon records containing out-of-order data (col. 
13 line 12-30). 

With respect to claim 12 and similar claim 26, Waldorf teaches the computer-readable 
medium of claim 25, comprising additional data representing sequences of instructions which, 
when executed by a processor, cause the processor to perform additional steps comprising: 

receiving correlation data indicating that the first and second records pertain to the same 
instance and merging the first and second records (0056 and figure 2A). 

With respect to claim 27, Waldorf teaches the computer-readable medium of claim 22, 
wherein the process data is received in batch updates from the applications (0068). 
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With respect to claim 28, Waldorf teaches the computer-readable medium of claim 22, 
wherein: 

process data from at least one of the applications is sequentially pre-sorted prior to batch 
update (0057 and drawing reference 248). 

With respect to claim 29, Waldorf teaches In a system having multiple application 
programs providing data with respect to activities related to particular instances of a business 
process to a process instance database, a computing device for managing the intake of and access 
to said data to and from said instance database, said computing device comprising: 

a first receiving unit (0070; e.g. the system receiving from an application) to receive 
process data (figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) regarding the instances 
(figures 2a-2b, drawing references 206-212; e.g. instances and activities of an instance) from 
each of a plurality of application programs (figure lb, drawing references 166, 170, and 174); 

a second receiving unit (1 10) to receive continuation data (figures 2b and 3, the fields of 
tables 208-212 as well as 302-304. For example, ACTIVITY ID in the process table correlates 
an activity with a PROCESS ID) regarding the instances (figures 2a-2b, drawing references 206- 
212; e.g. instances and activities of an instance), the continuation data (tables of figures 2-3) 
correlating (0055-0057), for each of the instances (0056, i.e. identifying instances of a process), 
process data (figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) for the instance received 
from at least one of the application programs (figure lb, drawing references 166, 170, and 174) 
with process data (figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) for the same instance 
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received from at least another of the application programs (figure 3 and drawing reference 240; 
e.g. an instance is correlated with a respective application via field 332); 

an inserting unit (figure IB; i.e. the system inserts data into instance database 110) to 
insert process data (figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) for each of the 
instances (drawing reference 208) into instance database records (110 and figure 2b) based on 
the continuation data (tables of figures 2-3); 

a sequencing unit (0068; i.e. the system requests the activities in sequence) that tracks 
and manages (0013) the incoming application data (figure lb; i.e. date from applications 166- 
174) for each instance so that it corresponds with a processing sequence (248) that determines an 
order of steps defined by a process (0057). 

a correlating unit (figure 1, 110) that properly correlates database records of out-of-order 
processing data (figure 3 drawing reference 304 ; e.g. an In Table queue) for an instance (240) 
with the remaining processing data for that instance (0062, 0064; i.e. the In Table receives 
instance records as they are entered from the applications and therefore describes out-of-order 
data); and 

a merging unit (130 and 0057; i.e. the accumulation of records of activities belonging to 
the same instance) that merges out-of-order processing data records for an instance with in-order 
processing data records (drawing reference 248) for an instance (001 1 and 0080; i.e. the system 
100 collects for the individual instances) where the in-order and out-of-order data records are 
correlated by said correlating unit (110; i.e. the instance database stores the instance data such as 
found in figure 2B). 
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Waldorf fails to teach the limitations of an ordering unit that identifies process data for 
any instance that is received in an order different from the processing sequence and a limiting 
unit that prevents access to instance database records containing out-of-order data reflecting 
completion of a processing step for an instance but not reflecting completion of a sequentially 
prior processing step for the instance. 

Campbell, however, teaches an ordering unit (col. 13 line 23-30 and col. 17 line 43-47); 
i.e. the data loader in combination with the gatekeeper mechanism identify that identifies process 
data for any instance that is received in an order different from the processing sequence (col. 13 
line 1 1-39 and col. 17 line 42-47) as receiving partial information. 

a limiting unit (col. 13 line 26; i.e. a gatekeeper mechanism) that prevents access to 
instance database records containing out-of-order data reflecting completion of a processing step 
for an instance but not reflecting completion of a sequentially prior processing step for the 
instance as preventing access to incomplete or inconsistent data (col. 17, line 42-47) to exclude 
the data that is in the process of being uploaded. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at the time 
of the present invention to combine the teachings of the cited references because the system of 
Cambell would have allowed Waldorf s system to perform sophisticated data manipulation 
without the danger of producing incomplete or inconsistent reports. Furthermore Campbell's 
teaching would allow Waldorf to exclude the data that is in the process of being uploaded (col. 
17 line 23-41, Campbell). 



Application/Control Number: 10/750,885 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2167 

With respect to claim 30, Waldorf teaches A method for maintaining information about 
multiple instances, of an activity related to a business process, comprising: 

receiving process data (figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) regarding 
the instances (figures 2a-2b, drawing references 206-212; e.g. instances and activities of an 
instance) from each of a plurality of application programs (figure lb, drawing references 166, 
170, and 174); 

receiving continuation data (figures 2b and 3, the fields of tables 208-212 as well as 302- 
304. For example, ACTIVITY ID in the process table correlates an activity with a 
PROCESS_ID) regarding the instances (figures 2a-2b, drawing references 206-212; e.g. 
instances and activities of an instance), the continuation data (tables of figures 2-3) correlating 
(0055-0057), for each of the instances (0056, i.e. identifying instances of a process), process data 
(figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) for the instance received from at least 
one of the application programs (figure lb, drawing references 166, 170, and 174) with process 
data (figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) for the same instance received from 
at least another of the application programs (figure 3 and drawing reference 240; e.g. an instance 
is correlated with a respective application via field 332); and 

inserting process data (figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) for each 
of the instances (drawing reference 208) into instance database records (110 and figure 2b) based 
on the continuation data (tables of figures 2-3), wherein each instance database record comprises 
a primary key (240), a timestamp field for when the data was received (256), a field noting the 
geographical origin of the data (254 and 0058; i.e. the Who field may indicate the application 
which made the entry. Figure 10 shows the multiple applications (1030-1050) and their 
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locations that may be included in that field), a field noting the size of the data (242), a field 
noting the time the data was collected (0055), and field noting the time the data was transmitted 
(0068; e.g. then the activity was requested), and further wherein: 

the instances (drawing reference 208) are acted upon in a sequence of processing steps 
(drawing reference 248 and 0057), each of the applications (figure lb) provides process data 
(figures 2a-b and 0047-0048; e.g. business process data) corresponding to a different part of the 
processing sequence (0060; i.e. indicating a position for an activity within a sequential process). 

Waldorf does not expressly teach process data for at least a portion of the instances are 
received in an order different from the processing sequence. Further, Waldorf does not expressly 
teach preventing access to instance database records containing out-of-order data reflecting 
completion of a processing step for an instance but not reflecting completion of a sequentially 
prior processing step for the instance wherein said out-of-order data records have not been 
correlated with the appropriate existing data records, said out-of-order records being similarly 
comprised to said instance database records and said out-of-order records having their data 
merged with existing records and then being deleted as part of said correlation process 

records having their data merged then being deleted as part of said correlation process 
(0073; i.e. removing the instance after the activity is complete). 

Cambell, however, teaches Campbell, however, teaches process data for at least a portion 
of the instances are received in an order different from the processing sequence (col. 13 line 11- 
39 and col. 17 line 42-47) as receiving partial information; and 

preventing access to instance database records containing out-of-order data reflecting 
completion of a processing step for an instance but not reflecting completion of a sequentially 
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prior processing step for the instance as preventing access to incomplete or inconsistent data (col. 
17, line 42-47) to exclude the data that is in the process of being uploaded; 

wherein said out-of-order (col. 17 line 45-50; e.g. partial incomplete and inconsistent data 
of a load class) data records have not been correlated with the appropriate existing data records 
(i.e. partial incomplete and inconsistent data not yet received would not yet be correlated to data 
in the load class that is already received), said out-of-order records being similarly comprised to 
said instance database records (i.e. partial incomplete and inconsistent loaded data is data 
comprised to that load being received) and said out-of-order records having their data merged ) 
with existing records (i.e. the synchronizing and collecting of data to a load class describes the 
merging of data to that load class that has already been loaded). 

In the same field of endeavor, (i.e. transaction processing), it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at the time of the present invention to combine the 
teachings of the cited references because the system of Cambell would have allowed Waldorf s 
system to perform sophisticated data manipulation without the danger of producing incomplete 
or inconsistent reports. Furthermore Campbell's teaching would allow Waldorf to exclude the 
data that is in the process of being uploaded (col. 17 line 23-41, Campbell). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed in the reply dated 1/23/2088 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

In the last paragraph of the reply on page 10 and continued to page 11, the Applicant 
argues that there is no teaching or suggestion of restricting access to already uploaded data that is 
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out of sequence. Further, Applicant argues that Cambell does not teach or suggest restricting or 
otherwise managing out of sequence data. The Examiner respectfully disagrees because in the 
cited portions (col. 17 line 42-47) Cambell teaches the restricting of access to incomplete or 
inconsistent data. That is, by restricting access to inconsistent data (i.e. out of order) Cambell 
corresponds to the argued limitation. In another way, "inconsistent data" is seen analogous to 
"out-of-order" data in that "inconsistent" suggests unorganized and therefore out-of-order data. 
Further, Cambell gives an example of inconsistent data in that records with corresponding 
message class and routing ID not greater than that of the last loaded routing ID, may be 
incomplete or inconsistent (Cambell, col. 17 line 60-64). Here it is seen that the data is already 
uploaded (i.e. because it is managed by the gatekeeper mechanism), but inconsistent and 
therefore out of order. 

Because Cambell restricts access to inconsistent (out-of-order) data, Cambell teaches 
preventing access to out of sequence data. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert M. Timblin whose telephone number is 571-272-5627. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John R. Cottingham can be reached on 571-272-7079. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/ROBERT TIMBLIN/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2167 
/John R. Cottingham/ 
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Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2167 



